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ABSTRACT 



This report presents the results of a survey of state 
directors of special education from the 50 regular states and 6 unique 
states, which examined several aspects of state- level educational 
accountability systems and their inclusion of students with disabilities. 
Specific sections address: students with disabilities and standards -based 
reform; measuring participation in statewide testing; state activities in 
developing alternate assessments; using assessment results for students with 
disabilities; Individualized Educational Programs (IEP) and assessment; 
measuring non-academic outcomes for students with disabilities; and current 
issues and technical assistance needs. Findings of the survey indicate: (1) 

most state special education divisions or units report being very involved 
with statewide educational reform efforts; (2) only 32 states report having 
readily available information on the numbers of students with disabilities 
who participate in any of their statewide assessments; (3) state directors 
point to the altruistic motivations of parents and teachers and high stakes 
for schools as the leading factors that inhibit greater participation of 
students with disabilities in assessment programs; and (4) only six states 
require IEPs to document the linkage between a student's individual goals and 
objectives and the state's content or curriculum standards. An appendix 
includes data on state directors' level of involvement in reform activities. 
(CR) 
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Goal 1: Students with disabilities will be a part of nationally-initiated 

educational reforms. 

Goal 2: Students with disabilities will be a part of each state’s standards - 

based educational reform efforts. 

Goal 3: Students with disabilities will be included in national educational 

data collection efforts. 

Goal 4: Students with disabilities will be included in national and state 

level reporting of educational outcomes, with results that can be 
disaggregated. 
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Executive Summitry 

The 1997 national survey of state special education directors is the sixth in a 
series of surveys that have been conducted by NCEO since 1991. Among its 
findings are the following: 

• In general, states are placing high levels of emphasis on the foundational 
stages of statewide educational reform, and most state special education 
divisions or units report being very involved with these efforts. 

• Only 32 regular and unique states report having readily available information 
on the numbers of students with disabilities who participate in any of their 
statewide assessments. Even among those that report having such data, some 
states were unable to provide them. 

• State directors point to the altruistic motivations of parents and teachers and 
high stakes for schools as the leading factors that inhibit greater participation 
of students with disabilities in assessment programs. 

• Out of the 20 states that indicate some type of activity underway for alternate 
assessments, only two states are implementing such assessments at the present 
time. Ail others are at various stages of development, from initial discussions 
to more formal planning efforts. 

• Data gathered on students with disabilities are not publicly reported in most 
states, but are used for internal review. 

• Very few states have any formal process by which assessment results for stu- 
dents with disabilities are used for curricular or instructional decision-making 
at the state or local level. 

• Only six states currently require Individualized Educational Programs (IEPs) 
to document the linkage between a student’s individual goals and objectives, 
and the state’s content or curriculum standards. 

• Most states do not measure non-academic outcomes for students with 
disabilities. 

These findings highlight the current status of students with disabilities within the 
context of educational reform. They also reinforce the need to continue to survey 
state directors of special education about the status of state special education 
outcomes. 
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Overview 



Overview of 1 997 Survey 



Since 1991, when NCEO conducted its first national survey of state special 
education directors, efforts to reform our nation’s schools have proliferated at 
both the state and national levels. Almost every state has been engaged in some 
type of reform since that time, with efforts often focused on the establishment of 
high standards and assessment systems aligned with those standards. Federal 
efforts have included the establishment of national education goals, the work of 
various standard-setting groups in producing world-class standards in numerous 
content areas, and passage of several pieces of education legislation, including 
Goals 2000: Educate America Act , the Improving Americans Schools Act, the School- 
to-Work Opportunities Act and the reauthorization of the Individuals with Dis- 
abilities Education Act. Provisions within each of these laws stimulate and support 
a variety of state-level activities that promote educational opportunities for all 
students. 



Central to many of these state and national efforts is the concept of educational 
accountability , a premise that our nation’s schools must take more responsibility 
for the outcomes realized by our students. NCEO has joined many other state 
and federal organizations in arguing that such accountability is realized only when 
all children, including students with disabilities, are considered in the planning, 
development, and implementation of such systems. 

The 1997 Special Education Outcomes survey examined several aspects of state- 
level educational accountability systems, and their inclusion of students with 
disabilities. Results are presented in seven sections: 



• Students with Disabilities and Standards- Based Reform 

• Measuring the Participation of Students with Disabilities in Statewide 
Testing 

• State Activities in Developing Alternate Assessments 

• Using Assessment Results for Students with Disabilities 

• Individualized Educational Programs and Assessments 

• Measuring Non-Academic Outcomes for Students with Disabilities 

• Current Issues and Technical Assistance Needs 

Those surveyed for the 1997 report were the state special education directors in 
all 50 regular states and the 10 unique states that abide by the provisions of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). Responses were gathered 
through mailed or faxed surveys, and in some cases, from telephone interviews. In 
some instances, state special education directors asked other state officials to assist 
in answering the survey questions. Responses were obtained from the state special 
education offices of all 50 regular states and from six unique states, representing 
an overall response rate of 93 percent. 



Ten Unique States 

American Samoa 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
(BIA) 

District of Columbia 
Guam 

Mariana Islands 
Marshall Islands 
Micronesia 
Palau 

Puerto Rico 
U.S.Virgin Islands 
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Table 1 displays the 
number of students with 
disabilities, ages 6 to 17 
years, being served under 
the provisions of IDEA 
during the 1995-96 
school year (see third 
column). It also shows in 
the last column what 
proportions these totals 
represent when com- 
pared to the total esti- 
mated resident 
population of students 
6-17 years (see second 
column). 
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The Context of Reform 

Table I . Frequency and Percentage of State Student Populations Receiving Special 
Education Services for the 1995-96 School Year 



Regular States 


Estimated Resident 
Population for Children 
(Ages 6-1 7) 1 


Number of Children 
Served Under IDEA 
(Ages 6-1 7) 2 


Percentage of All 
Children Served Under 
IDEA (Ages 6-17) 3 


Alabama 


718,777 


84,440 


1 1 .75% 


Alaska 


124,659 


14,958 


12.00% 


Arizona 


766,094 


65,263 


8.52% 


Arkansas 


440,607 


44,024 


9.99% 


California 


5,431,442 


489,168 


9.01% 


Colorado 


656,154 


59,786 


9.11% 


Connecticut 


520,936 


65,412 


12.56% 


Delaware 


116,489 


13,025 


11.18% 


Florida 


2,199,439 


271,078 


12.32% 


Georgia 


1 ,259,349 


117,164 


9.30% 


Hawaii 


194,692 


14,177 


7.28% 


Idaho 


239,878 


19,989 


8.33% 


Illinois 


2,022,193 


220,648 


10.91% 


Indiana 


996,104 


115,629 


11.61% 


Iowa 


501,367 


57,148 


1 1 .40% 


Kansas 


471 ,483 


45,404 


9.63% 


Kentucky 


658,209 


64,997 


9.87% 


Louisiana 


835,121 


76,743 


9.19% 


Maine 


213,116 


26,956 


12.65% 


Maryland 


825,680 


87,489 


10.60% 


Massachusetts 


930,111 


135,126 


14.53% 


Michigan 


1 ,687,257 


161,511 


9.57% 


Minnesota 


854,452 


83,697 


9.80% 


Mississippi 


51 1 ,505 


57,399 


1 1 .22% 


Missouri 


934,056 


107,763 


1 1 .54% 


Montana 


166,468 


15,834 


9.51% 


Nebraska 


304,423 


34,460 


1 1 .32% 


Nevada 


254,991 


24,146 


9.47% 


New Hampshire 


200,877 


21 ,827 


10.87% 


New Jersey 


1 ,266,428 


171 ,551 


13.55% 


New Mexico 


333,381 


41 ,256 


12.38% 


New York 


2,900,534 


323,144 


11.14% 
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Table I . Frequency and Percentage of State Student Populations Receiving Special 
Education Services for the 1 995-96 School Year (continued) 



Regular States 


Estimated Resident 
Population for Children 
(Ages 6-1 7) 1 


Number of Children 
Served Under IDEA 
(Ages 6-1 7) 2 


Percentage of All 
Children Served Under 
IDEA (Ages 6-1 7) 3 


North Carolina 


1,178,138 


125,794 


10.68% 


North Dakota 


119,402 


10,567 


8.85% 


Ohio 


1 ,924,275 


197,241 


10.25% 


Oklahoma 


599,012 


63,161 


10.54% 


Oregon 


542,381 


56,338 


10.39% 


Pennsylvania 


1 ,955,934 


179,234 


9.16% 


Rhode Island 


155,491 


21,461 


13.80% 


South Carolina 


625,977 


73,090 


11.68% 


South Dakota 


142,818 


12,703 


8.89% 


Tennessee 


869,728 


109,981 


12.65% 


Texas 


3,510,297 


386,842 


11.02% 


Utah 


454,117 


45,686 


10.06% 


Vermont 


101,168 


9,518 


9.41% 


Virginia 


1,053,073 


122,388 


11.62% 


Washington 


950,332 


89,825 


9.45% 


West Virginia 


293,458 


39,277 


13.38% 


Wisconsin 


933,832 


87,990 


9.42% 


Wyoming 


96,895 


10,490 


10.83% 


Totals 


15,506,328 


1,641,586 


10.59% 



1 Data taken from Table AF4 published in Nineteenth Annual Report to Congress (U.S. Department of 
Education, 1997). 

2 Data taken from Table AA I published in Nineteenth Annual Report to Congress (U.S. Department of 
Education, 1997). 

3 Data taken from Table AA 10 published in Nineteenth Annual Report to Congress (U.S. Department of 
Education, 1997). 
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State special education 
populations differ in their 
proportion to the overall 
student populations 
because of a variety of 
factors, including differ- 
ences among states in 
their eligibility require- 
ments for receiving 
special education ser- 
vices. Figure 1 illustrates 
the variance found 
among the 50 regular 
states in terms of five 
percentage ranges. 







Figure I. Proportion of State Special Education Populations to Overall Student 
Populations (Ages 6 to 17) Who Received Special Education Services in 1995-96 
SchoolYear 




*Hawaii’s percentage is under 8 percent 

Estimates are based on the 1995-96 school year and are taken from Table AA 10 from the N/neteent/i Annuo/ Report to 
Congress (U.S. Department of Education, 1997). 
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